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Reconstituting the Farmland Registration
Program
The Agriculture, Conservation and
Forestry (ACF) Committee has recently
given a unanimous “ought to pass” recommendation on a bill presented to it in
late January that would reconstitute a
farmland registration program created 23
years ago but with a very limited twoyear enrollment period in the very early
1990s. Sponsored by Sen. Tom Saviello
(Franklin Cty.), the bill in question is LD
1649, An Act to Authorize the Registration
of Farmland in 2012 and 2013.
Before recommending reinstatement
of the farmland registration program,
however, the Committee narrowed the
original program’s scope.
The core purpose of the farmland
registration program is to put people
purchasing property next to registered
farmland on notice that they are abutting
farmland property and to restrict development or uses that may be constructed or
occur within a certain number of feet on
the abutter’s side of the farmland property line. The most significant changes
between the original farmland program
and the reconstituted version endorsed
by the ACF Committee are associated
with the size of that buffer zone and the
“inconsistent uses” that are prohibited
from occurring within the buffer zone.
Those differences are discussed below.
First, it should be noted that there
are municipal duties associated with the
farmland registration program. In order to
register farmland property, the qualifying
landowner must first file an application
with the municipality. To qualify, the
landowner must sell at least $2,000 worth
of agricultural products produced off the
registered land each year, with some allowances for off years. The municipality
must keep a publicly accessible record

of all registrations and withdrawals. The
municipality is allowed to charge up to
$25 for a registration filing fee. The registration also has to be recorded in county
registry of deeds by the landowner/
farmer, not the municipality, and the
landowner also must inform all abutting
landowners of the registration by certified mail within 2 days of registration.
Proceedings before the municipality’s
Board of Appeals or municipal officers
are required in the event an abutter or
the municipality believes the registration
does not qualify or no longer qualifies for

registration. In addition, the municipal
planning and building permit authorities
must restrict inconsistent development
or land use within the designated buffer
area adjacent to the properly registered
farmland. Variances issued by the local
Board of Appeals are allowed with respect to those restrictions, according to
a specific and unique variance standard.
As printed, LD 1649 would generally
reconstitute the farmland registration
program, and instead of the program being open for enrollment for just a limited
(continued on page 5)

GA Ineligibility Bill Moves Forward
On Thursday this week, an “after
deadline” emergency bill proposing to
amend the state/municipal funded General
Assistance (GA) program was given the
green light to proceed by the 10-member
Legislative Council.
The bill, not yet numbered, but titled
An Act To Integrate the State’s General
Assistance and Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families Programs, was sponsored
by both Sen. Tom Saviello of Franklin
County and Rep. Alan Casavant of Biddeford. As proposed, the bill makes persons
in households that have exhausted their
5-year lifetime limit receiving Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
benefits ineligible to receive GA benefits
for the duration of the TANF ineligibility. The 60-month lifetime TANF limit
was adopted by the Legislature in 2011.
That 5-year limit, as enacted, includes a
number of exceptions that allow TANF
benefits to be issued after the time limit.
The impetus for the development of the
legislation was a memo from the Department of Health and Human Service regard-
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ing the implementation of the Legislature’s
adoption of 60-month lifetime limit. As
reported in the January 27 edition of the
Legislative Bulletin, municipal GA administrators were informed that as of May 2012
over 3,000 Maine families could trigger the
limit and no longer receive TANF benefits.
These 3,000 TANF families represent the
first impact of the 60-month limit; that is,
all the families that have been on TANF
for more than five years are accumulated
into the initial grouping. In the ongoing
months additional families will trigger
the 60-month lifetime limit although not
in a big cluster.
After receiving notice of the number
of impacted families, the municipal community raised concerns that as state/federal
benefits are lost, impacted families will
turn to the state/municipal GA program
to replace the assistance. (Financially,
it is clearly the federal government that
will enjoy the financial savings because of
this change.) The potential reliance on the
GA program to replace TANF benefits is

(continued on page 6)

Reforming the Workers’ Compensation Laws
In 2011, Rep. Andre Cushing III of
Hampden sponsored LD 1571, An Act
to Amend the Laws Governing Workers’ Compensation. As printed, the
bill would have significantly amended
Maine’s Workers’ Compensation law
with a heavy focus on the interests of
the employer. The Labor, Commerce,
Research and Economic Development
(LCRED) Committee felt more time
was needed to thoroughly review the
legislation and decided to carry LD 1571
over to the second session. In addition to
delaying action on the bill, the LCRED
Committee directed the Executive Director of the Workers’ Compensation Board,
Paul Sighinolfi, to convene a 13-member working group for the purpose of
reviewing LD 1571 and making recommendations to the LCRED Committee
in 2012. These members included a few
legislators and representatives of labor,
business and the workers compensation
system (including the Board and insurance representatives). .
On Friday of last week, LD 1571
had its moment in the sun. Rep. Cushing introduced the bill to commence the
public hearing but indicated that his bill
was presented for the purpose of starting
a dialogue around workers’ compensation that was long overdue as it had been
over 20 years since the Legislature has
taken a substantive look at the system.
Rep. Cushing felt that LD 1571 had
done its job and it was time to retire the
bill in deference to the recomendations
of the 13-member working group. In
response to the Rep. Cushing’s request,
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the LCRED Committee unanimously
voted “ought not to pass” on LD 1571.
In lieu of LD 1571, Rep. Cushing
suggested the more appropriate vehicle to
address changes to the workers’ compensation system was the report offered by
the working group. That report, drafted
in legislation format, was detailed by Mr.
Sighinolfi for the Committee members’
and the public’s benefit. After a very
thorough review of the draft legislation,
the repackaged recommendations did
not seem to significantly change many
opinions. Those who supported LD 1571,
at least conceptually, appeared generally
supportive of the toned-down revision.
Those that opposed LD 1571 remained
opposed to its second draft.
As originally printed, LD 1571 would
have made numerous changes to Workers’ Compensation law, including: (1)
providing full reimbursement to an employer to all proceeds paid to the injured
worker a third party; (2) restructuring
the selection of the Worker’s Compensation Board to allow the Governor to
appoint 2 of the 3 labor representatives;
(3) requiring mediation to be requested
by both the employer and the employee;
(4) requiring the employee to pay for the
employee’s physician if that physician is
requested to attend an employer-required
medical examination; (5) restructuring
the law governing the maximum duration of payments provided for partial
incapacities; (6) requiring overpayments
made during the pendency of proceedings to be repaid; and (7) adjusting how
lump-sum attorney’s fees are calculated
and prohibiting the assessment of an
attorney’s fee for the amount of any
settlement intended to pay for current
or future medical costs.
The working group recommendations represent a complete make-over
of LD 1571. This package of changes
would: (1) replace a dispute resolution process that currently needs to be
exhausted before an employer or insurance company challenging an award is
allowed to reduce the benefits issued; (2)
change the weekly compensation of an
injured employee from 80% of the employee’s after-tax average weekly wage
to 2/3 of the employee’s gross average
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weekly wage for dates of injuries occurring on or after January 1, 2013; (3)
adjust the maximum benefit received by
the injured worker beginning on 1/1/2012
to the higher of $441 or 100% (as opposed
to the current 90%) of the state average
weekly wage; (4) cap the amount of time
the partially, but permanently, injured
worker can receive workers’ compensation benefits to 618 weeks except for
cases involving extreme financial hardship due to inability to return to work;
(5) shorten the notice of injury reporting
requirement from 90 days after the date
of injury to 30 days for injuries occurring on or after January 1, 2013; and (6)
allow for an automatic right of appeal
by establishing the Appellate Division
of the Workers’ Compensation Board as
opposed to the existing practice of having
the Maine Law Court review appeals.
That appeals board would be comprised
of at least three hearing officers not involved in the original disposition of the
compensation claim.
Due to the sensitive nature of the
workers’ compensation law there was a
large turnout for Friday’s public hearing
on the working group recommendations.
The six hour hearing lasted into the early
evening and LCRED Committee members heard testimony from attorneys and
representatives of industry and business
groups as well as labor organizations. In
addition, many injured workers attended
the hearing in order to share with Committee members their experiences with
the system.
When all was said and done, proponents felt these changes were long
overdue because the current system does
not avoid litigation or finalize workers’
comp claims in a timely fashion, and
generally serves to hinder employers’
competitiveness. Opponents to these
changes believe the amendments would
jeopardize the system they rely on for
their basic needs, adding insult to injury.
The work session has been scheduled
for Wednesday Feb. 29 at 1:00 p.m. As
this bill moves through the work session
process, MMA will keep municipal officials abreast of the proposed changes
and the ultimate decision made by the
Committee.

Hearing on Regulatory Takings
Compensation System
Background. A public hearing was
conducted this week on a bill creating
the regulatory takings compensation
system, LD 1810, An Act to Implement
Recommendations of the Committee to
Review Issues Dealing with Regulatory
Takings. The details of this bill have
been described in detail in the December
issue of the Maine Townsman and the
January 27 and February 17 editions of
the Legislative Bulletin. In summary,
LD 1810 creates a right of action for
a property owner to obtain either compensation or a waiver from regulation
in the circumstance where a state law or
regulation has reduced the value of the
person’s property by 50% or more of its
pre-regulatory value.
MMA’s Legislative Policy Committee voted to oppose the first version of this
legislation as submitted to the Legislature
last year as well as LD 1810 itself. The
purpose of this article is to describe the
give-and-take of the bill’s public hearing, which defined the two sides of the
debate. This article assumes the reader
is acquainted with the details of the bill.
Public hearing. On Tuesday this
week , the Judiciary Committee members
blocked off their afternoon schedule to
hear testimony from many individuals on
LD 1810. Due to the turnout, the Judiciary
Committee room and two additional
rooms were overflowing with individuals waiting to testify or at least listen
to the issue of the day. Over five hours
later, the last of the attendees testified.
Approximately 30 individuals supported
LD 1810 or some version of a regulatory
takings compensation system, and more
than 30 individuals opposed LD 1810
and the concept of such a compensation
system.
Proponents. In addition to the many
individuals that traveled to the State
House for the hearing, three legislators
testified in support of LD 1810, Representative Andre E. Cushing III (Hampden),
Senator Doug Thomas (Somerset Cty.),
and Senator Troy Jackson (Aroostook
Cty.).
Rep. Cushing, as the sponsor of
this entire effort, said that landowners

want a balance between environmental
regulations and their rights as landowners. While recognizing this bill may
not be perfect in its current state, Rep.
Cushing said that it was the appropriate
vehicle to find that balance, noting that
the last in-depth study on the issue was
conducted in 1995.
Sen. Thomas recounted a situation
that he dealt with after purchasing land
in Harmony. Sen. Thomas felt that due to
the enactment of overly-restrictive regulations the state effectively took much of
the value of his property. He went on to
suggest that more consideration should be
given to the landowner when regulations
are put in place that can reduce the value
of the property that was purchased prior
to the regulation’s enactment.
Sen. Jackson expressed support for
the bill but could not support the waiver
option in LD 1810. The Senator saw the
value of a compensation system but did
not like the idea of having a patchwork
of environmental regulations throughout
the state. He believed more affluent
individuals would have more financial
capacity to pursue challenging land use
regulations through the use of this takings
compensation law and ultimately receive
a waiver of the regulation than the less
affluent person would. According to
Sen. Jackson, this economic difference
would result in an unfair distribution of
“remedy” as well as patchwork application of land use regulations.
The proponent’s expert on the bill,
Catherine Connors from the Pierce Atwood law firm, was provided a 20-minute
opportunity to advocate for the legislation. According to Ms. Connors, the bill
provides relief to landowners that realize
significant diminution of the value of their
property through state regulations but
have no real recourse under the current
law. Her claim was that currently Maine
statutes do not address regulatory takings
the way they do for physical condemnation of property by the state. Rather,
regulatory taking has been defined by
individual court decisions. Ms. Connors
stated that based on these court decisions
there can be no taking by regulation as
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long as a property owner can park a trailer
or picnic on the property for part of the
year; that is, a property is not “taken”
unless its actual use is totally foreclosed
upon. Finally, Ms. Connors claimed that
many of the concerns expressed by opponents of LD 1810 are either addressed in
the bill or unfounded. As an example, the
claim that the bill will lead to excessive
litigation seemed overblown to her as the
six states with regulatory takings laws
have not experienced excessive filing
of lawsuits against them by landowners.
The remaining supporters included
the Small Woodlot Owners Association of
Maine, the Maine Forest Products Council, the Maine Farm Bureau, Governor
LePage’s Office, developers, realtors,
loggers and individual landowners. These
proponents of the takings compensation
system described the problems they
or their clients had when dealing with
governmental regulations and the dissatisfaction they experienced with these
encounters.
Opponents. Three legislators took
turns expressing their opposition to LD
1810 on Tuesday, Representative Bob
Duchesne (Hudson), Representative
Charles Priest (Brunswick), and Senator
Seth Goodall (Sagadahoc Cty.).
Rep. Duchesne provided the Judiciary
Committee members with an example
of how the committee he serves on,
Environment and Natural Resources,
dealt with concerns over the 250 foot
setback requirements related to wading bird and waterfowl habitats that are
designated “resource protection” areas.
The Legislature responded by relaxing
those regulations. Rep. Duchesne went
on to say that at times the Legislature
has to address unforeseen consequences
of prior legislative actions and with the
public hearing procedures and the ability
to address specific issues and hear from
all sides of the issue, the process works.
Rep. Duchesne expressed concerns that
LD 1810 would work against that healthy
discourse.
Representative Priest, a member of
the working group and co-author of the
(continued on page 5)

Decoding the Maine Uniform Building and
Energy Code for Inconsistencies
Two bills were heard by the Labor,
Commerce, Research and Economic
Development (LCRED) Committee on
Thursday of this week that attempt to
remove inconsistencies in the Maine
Uniform Building and Energy Code
(MUBEC).
LD 1619. This bill entitled An Act
to Create Efficiencies in the Administration and Enforcement of the Maine
Uniform Building and Energy Code,
sponsored by Sen. Tom Saviello (Franklin Cty.), attempts to clear up conflicts
in the law governing MUBEC enacted
last session. LD 1619: (1) allows municipalities to adopt the MUBEC-based
codes “by reference” as that process is
governed by Title 30-A MRSA, section
3003; (2) removes the requirement that
a municipal code enforcement officer
be MUBEC trained and certified if the
municipality has not adopted and is not
enforcing the MUBEC code; (3) targets
the requirement to inspect all buildings
under construction for compliance with
MUBEC to those municipalities that are
mandated or have voluntarily chosen
to enforce MUBEC; and (4) targets the
requirement to issue occupancy permits
only to buildings that have been constructed according to MUBEC to those
municipalities that are mandated or have
voluntarily chosen to enforce MUBEC.
In addition, an amendment was added
to the original bill that clarifies the appeal
process for building inspections and occupancy permit issuance. In current law,
there are two approaches that can be initiated when appealing building inspections. Under 25 MRSA, Section 2356
that appeal can be taken to the municipal
officers but in another section of Title 25
a property owner that wants to appeal
the decision of a building official to not
issue an occupancy permit can appeal to
either the municipal officers or the board

of appeals pursuant to Title 30-A, Section 4103, subsection 5. The proposed
amendment corrects this discrepancy so
that the appeal process is the same under
Title 25 and the property owner can appeal to either a municipal officer or the
board of appeals, as described in Title
30-A, Section 4103. Also, the proposed
amendment to the bill adds language to
Title 10 so that if a municipality does not
adopt an appeal process related to issues
with MUBEC through its “home rule”
authority, an appeal process will still be
available that matches what is permitted
under Title 30-A, Section 4103.
LD 1787. Another bill entitled
An Act to Create Efficiencies in the
Administration and Enforcement of the
Maine Uniform Building and Energy
Code, sponsored by Rep. Kerri Prescott
(Topsham), amends the laws governing
the oversight and administration of the
Maine Uniform Building and Energy
Code (MUBEC). In an effort to remove
inconsistencies in current law created
by the enactment of legislation enacted
in 2011 (LD 1416), LD 1787 increases
the municipal population threshold from
2,001 to 4,001 that triggers the requirement established nearly 100 years ago
that there be municipal building inspectors for the purpose of inspecting buildings under construction to be safe from
fire. The bill also prohibits 3rd-party
inspectors from also being appointed
as a municipal building official. The bill
also removes any references to MUBEC
training functions performed by the
State Planning Office and abolishes the
Bureau of Building Codes and Standards,
which is currently housed within the
Department of Public Safety, and moves
the authority and responsibilities of the
Bureau into a division within the Office
of the State Fire Marshal.
At the hearing, the Assistant State
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Fire Marshal and Chair of the MUBEC
Board told the committee that the bill’s
prohibition of municipal building officials from being third party inspectors
was not intended and should be removed
from the bill.
Concerns raised. At the public hearing, concern was expressed by certain
opponents of LD 1787 that moving the
authority and responsibilities into the Office of the State Fire Marshal may result
in the unintended consequence of compromising the duties and responsibilities
of the Fire Marshal’s office and the possible dilution of MUBEC enforcement.
Some felt that if the MUBEC Board could
not stand as its own Bureau within the
Department of Public Safety that it might
be better housed in the Department of
Professional and Financial Regulation.
Many of these same opponents took
this opportunity to effectively oppose a
bill introduced and enacted last session,
LD 1416, which no longer made MUBEC
the mandated building code that would
apply for all construction in the state
and rather allowed municipalities with
a population of 4,000 or less to choose
whether or not they wanted to adopt (and
enforce) MUBEC. Neither LD 1614
nor LD 1787 are attempting to interfere
with the public policy enacted last session; instead, both bills simply attempt
to clean up the laws so that the code
enforcement officers in municipalities
between 2,000 and 4,000 in population
will not continued to be caught in the
Catch-22 created with last year’s enactment of LD 1416.
It appears that the LCRED Committee wants to remove inconsistencies in
MUBEC but successfully achieving that
result won’t be certain until the work
session on these bills. The work session
on both LD 1619 and LD 1787 has been
set for Thursday, March 1.

Farmland (cont’d)
period of time, it will be permanently
available for farmers to utilize. Each
registration, however, would be effective
for only a 5-year period, at which time
the farmer would have to re-register if
he or she wished to continue registration. All farmland currently registered
under the program made available during
the 1991-1992 period would have to be
re-registered into this revised farmland
registration system.
Narrower buffer zone. The most significant change to the original farmland
registration program is a scaling-back of
the buffer zone immediately adjacent to
the farmland property from 100 feet in
width to 50 feet.
Shorter list of prohibited uses. Also,
under the original law, a full range of
development or uses was prohibited in
that buffer zone, including residential
buildings, commercial establishments
dispensing or selling food, public or
commercial campgrounds and picnic
areas, buildings, playgrounds, athletic
fields or other school facilities designed
for use by children, and public or private
wells, drinking water springs and water
supply intake points. Under LD 1649,
as amended and approved by the ACF
Committee, the only “inconsistent development or use” that would be prohibited
within the 50 foot buffer zone would
be for a well, drinking water spring or
water supply intake point proposed to be
drilled, dug or created after the farmland
is registered.
Despite the imposition of a few more
municipal duties associated with the
reconstitution of the farmland registration program, MMA’s Legislative Policy
Committee voted to support LD 1649 as a
reasonable way to avoid the conflicts that
arise when working farmland property is
too closely encroached by development.
Much of the administrative burden of the
program is placed squarely on the farmer
registrants, and the municipal memory of
the registration program put into motion
23 years ago, although somewhat dim,
was not unfavorable.

Regulatory Takings (cont’d)
group’s minority report, felt LD 1810
raises false hopes for landowners by

promising compensation when, in fact, no
money is currently being appropriated to
a compensation fund to pay landowners
that successfully claim their property had
been “taken” as defined in the bill. Rep.
Priest went on to indicate that if the landowner then decided to pursue a waiver
of the application of the regulation, a
patchwork of litigation would ensue.
As detailed in the minority report, Rep.
Priest felt that efforts should be focused
on improving the existing Land Use Mediation Program that was established in
1995 as a result of a takings study done
at that time.
Senator Goodall, who serves on the
Environment and Natural Resources
Committee, reiterated Rep. Duchesne’s
suggestion that a more appropriate
method would be to address specific
regulations as opposed to the bill’s more
broad-based approach. Sen. Goodall went
on to indicate that he was concerned with
the unintended consequences that might
result from the bill, such as excessive
litigation that could result from dragging
municipalities into this process because
of the degree to which the towns and
cities administer state environmental
laws and the “delegated” status certain
communities hold under Site Law where
the more urban muncipalities administer
state regulations for development of large
subdivisions and development.
The opponents of the bill had three
experts express concern with LD 1810.
Dan Amory, an attorney at Drummond Woodsum, started his testimony
off by identifying a letter signed by 40
members of the Maine Bar, including five
former state Attorney Generals, that was
submitted to the Committee opposing the
bill. Among other issues, Mr. Amory
expressed his concern that this bill would
impose a costly but unfunded burden on
Maine taxpayers, the Attorney General’s
office and the court system in this state.
Jeff Pidot, a former Assistant Attorney General and chief of the natural
resources division of that office, expressed similar concerns as Mr. Amory.
Mr. Pidot questioned the 50% diminution
standard and how that determination
would be litigated, the bill’s “unintended
consequence” on environmental regulations, the narrow-scope of regulatory
takings exclusions, how the municipal
exemption will actually play out in the
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real world given the intertwinement of
state and local regulatory systems, and
how the court will actually determine
compensation claims with the lack of
appraisal requirements.
Martha Kirkpatrick, a former Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Protection, finished the opponent’s expert testimony by focusing on a
specific section of LD 1810 dealing with
the informal dispute resolution process.
Based on her interpretation, this process
identified in the bill could unilaterally
override state laws by a regulatory agency
without having specific standards that
agency would have to follow. Not having
standards in the process lacks predictability in this process and should concern
businesses and individuals.
Other opponents to LD 1810 included
the Natural Resources Council of Maine,
the Maine Municipal Association, the Nature Conservancy of Maine, GrowSmart,
the Sierra Club of Maine, Maine Association of Planners, Congress of Lakes
Association, a retired environmental
economic professor, a selectman from
Fayette, and other concerned citizens
and organizational representatives. The
unified message from these opponents
included concern about paralyzing future
land use regulation, subjecting government to open-ended liability claims,
and allowing the state to waive land use
regulation in lieu of paying compensation
for damages or takings of property and
the resulting patchwork of regulations.
The AG’s letter. The Committee
received a letter from Maine’s Attorney
General expressing concerns about the
impacts LD 1810 would have on that
Office. Although taking an official
“neither for nor against” position, part of
the Attorney General’s letter found that
the division of responsibilities and liability between the state and municipalities
would be “fertile ground” for litigation.
The letter identified certain aspects of the
shoreland zoning that are state mandated
but interpreted and applied by municipal
officials as one complexity that would
have to be resolved.
What’s next. The Judiciary Committee has scheduled LD 1810’s work
session for Thursday, March 1 at 1 p.m.
As was the case with the 70 people who
testified at the public hearing, a divided
report is anticipated.

GA Ineligibility (cont’d)

LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS

especially troubling for some of the state’s largest communities
where many of the affected TANF families currently reside.
According to data provided by the Department of Health and
Human Services, nearly 40% of the affected families, 1,133 in
total, reside in the state’s largest communities, with Lewiston
and Portland carrying the largest burden (see chart on pg 1). The
frustration for some of the hardest hit communities is that the
decisions of the Legislature could potentially place additional
burdens on Maine property taxpayers. Since the GA program
is statutorily designed to provide assistance to all eligible applicants, it is certainly a reasonable conclusion that many of these
families will turn to the GA program for replacement benefits.
The structure of the bill admitted into the legislative session
provides that any household that is ineligible for TANF because
of the 60-month lifetime limit is automatically ineligible to
receive GA as well.
The bill will now get printed, given an LD number, assigned
in all probability to the Legislature’s Health and Human Services Committee, and get its public hearing and work sessions.
City/Town
Lewiston
Portland
Auburn
Waterville
Biddeford
Augusta
Bangor
Westbrook
Rumford
Sanford

Note: You should check your newspapers for Legal Notices as
there may be changes in the hearing schedule. Work Session and
Hearing schedules by Committee are available at the Legislative
Information page at http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/
phwksched_ps.asp?PID=1456.

Tuesday, February 28
Energy, Utilities & Technology
Room 211, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-4143
LD 1820 – An Act To Implement Recommendations To Provide
Additional Flexibility for Funding Infrastructure Improvements for
Water Utilities.
Health & Human Services
Room 209, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1317
LD 1813 – An Act To Amend the Laws Governing Confidentiality of
Health Care Information.

Wednesday, February 29
State & Local Government
Room 214, Cross State Office Building, 1:00 p.m.
Tel: 287-1330
LD 1821 – Resolve, Regarding Prequalification Process for Contractors.

# Families Affected by TANF Limit
as of May 2012
337
237
109
81
80
68
65
63
52
41
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